This paper performs a corpus search to figure out its uses in real life, while figuring out the construction's idiosyncratic, grammatical properties. Based on the corpus search, the paper supports Rudanko's (2005 Rudanko's ( , 2006 view that the construction is employed as innovative uses, but questions remain if the construction's incipience has to do with differences between BrE and AmE. Our search with the BNC corpus also indicates the same innovative uses of the construction and yields no clear difference from the American English, contra Rudanko (2005 Rudanko ( , 2006 . The paper also sketches a Construction Grammar analysis to account for the grammatical properties of the TRANSITIVE INTO -ING construction. In particular, it shows that the construction inherits properties from the ditransitive, the cause-motion, and the resultative construction, but is distinctive from these with respect to the entailment relationship of the gerundive phrase.
Introduction
The so-called TRANSITIVE INTO -ING construction, exemplified by the naturally occurring examples in (1) , raises intriguing questions in terms of diachronic and synchronic English syntax (Hunston and Francis 2000 , Gries and Stefanowitsch 2003 , Rudanko 2005 . 1 (1) a. Love at first sight had coerced him into marrying a complete stranger. (COCA 2006 FIC) b. I probably pressured him into driving around the barricades. (COCA 1997 FIC) The construction, introduced by verbs like coerce and pressure, has three arguments: subject, object, and into-gerundive clause.
In terms of meaning, the subject referent causes the object referent into the state of affairs expressed by the gerundive clause.
The construction pattern in PE (present-day English) has been noted by Bridgeman et al. (1965) , Francis et al. (1996) , Hunston and Francis (2000) , and Rudanko (1991 Rudanko ( , 2002 Rudanko ( , 2005 Rudanko ( , 2006 . It seems that the uses of the TRANSITIVE INTO -ING construction have recently increased and appear to be innovative as evidenced from its frequency from 1810 to 2009 in the corpus COHA (Corpus of Historical American English), on which this research is based on: 1 The corpus data are from the online available corpora COCA (Corpus of Contemporary American English) and COHA (Corpus of Historical American English). Each has about 450 million words. When necessary, we also use the BNC (British National Corpus) with about 100 million words. All these three are freely available online from http://corpus.byu.edu. See section 3 for further information about the corpora. Rudanko (2005 Rudanko ( , 2006 Rudanko ( , 2007 , has noted that the TRANSITIVE
INTO -ING construction typically involves verbs of `flavored (negative)' causation (e.g., nag, embarrass, badger, con, fool):
(2) a. He fooled Peggy into believing he was fast enough. Rudanko (2005) has performed a corpus-based research using 144 million words of British English corpora (news, books, and spoken) and 117 million words of American English corpora (news, books, and spoken), and suggested that the construction can be used with verbs of `unflavored' or even neutral causation (e.g., induce, impel, prompt, stimulate, motivate, etc: (3) a. He seems to have influenced Rhodanius of Toulouse into going into exile also. (COCA 2007 ACAD) b. It would appear that committing themselves to the enriched program induced these mothers into taking a much more active pan in the entire Head Start program. (COCA 1990 MAG) Observing such a widespread use of the construction, Rudanko (2005) suggests that the uses of `unflavored' verbs for the construction are sort of `innovative' uses in the sense that this usage has not or has not yet attained the status of being included in a major work of reference (Rudanko 2005: 173) . 2 The supporting evidence is claimed to come from the uses of the 7 manner-neutral verbs (impel, induce, influence, lead, motivate, prompt, stimulate) in British and American corpora. In addition, his corpus search led to the claim that the emergence of the construction occurs at the expense of to-infinitive and aided by the distinctive semantic favor, spearheaded by BrE rather than It also tries to check the validity of Rudanko's (2005) assumptions: Is the construction innovative? Does BrE trigger the innovation of the construction? Are there any semantically distinctive properties (distinction between manner-neutral and flavor-determined verbs)? Seeking answers to these questions, the paper also sketches a Construction Grammar analysis to account for the grammatical properties of the construction.
Grammatical Properties of the Transitive into -ing

Construction
The TRANSITIVE INTO -ING construction has three syntactic arguments: subject NP, object NP, and into-gerundive clause. One intriguing constraint we can observe is that the gerundive clause cannot be replaced by a simple NP (Rudanko 1991 (Rudanko , 2002 (Rudanko , 2005 : (4) a. He fooled Peggy into believing he was fast.
b. *He fooled Peggy into an athlete. An additional constraint we observe is that the gerundive clause cannot have either a genitive or an accusative subject: (7) a. *He fooled Sam into him believing he was fast.
b. *He fooled Sam into his believing he was fast.
There is also supporting evidence for the complementhood of the gerundive clause (Rudanko 1991 (Rudanko , 2005 As noted by Rudanko (2005 Rudanko ( , 2006 , the verb talk does not combine with an infinitive phrase as in (15a), and even when it is used as a transitive verb, its object is different from the object of verbs like fool in that the object is not a patient or undergoer as seen from (15b): (15) The semantic locus of the construction is that the subject referent of the construction `causes' the object referent to perform the action denoted by the gerundive clause and then be in the resultant state. For example, consider one typical example:
(19) John bribed Lily into buying the gift.
There are two subevents in (19): a bribing event and a buying subevent. With the action of bribing, the subject referent `John' causes the object referent `Lily' to buy the gift. This in turn means that the second event is caused by the subject referent (Hunston and Francis 2000, Rudanko 2005 ).
Corpus Research: Corpora and Methodology
To investigate the authentic uses of the construction in more detail, we have searched the following three corpora available online (http://corpus.byu.edu), all of which are created by Mark
Davies of Brigham Young University (see Davies 2011 Davies , 2012 . In examples like (22) 
Findings and Discussion
Performing the string search methods, our investigation has yielded substantial instances of the construction in the three corpora, as given in the following frequency In each corpora, we thus can find at least 20 instances of the construction per million words. The top frequency verbs in each of the three corpora are listed in the following with the token numbers. The figure shows us that the uses of coax in the to infinitive has been decreasing from the early 19th century.
The next question that arises from these observations is if it is
AmE or BrE that leads the innovation process or that initiates the emergence of this construction (Mair 2002 , Rohdenburg 2007 ).
Leech (2003) suggests that the grammatical change today is being spearheaded by AmE. Meanwhile, Rudanko (2005 Rudanko ( , 2006 suggests that as for the TRANSITIVE INTO -ING construction, it is not AmE but BrE that motivates the emergence. Our search from the three corpora COCA, COHA, BNC indicates that the BNC has more uses with manner-neutral verbs. This may support Rudanko's (2006) observations, but it may be too hasty to reach this line of conclusion with no significant statistical differences.
A Construction Grammar View
In accounting for the grammatical properties of the TRANSITIVE INTO -ING construction, we accept the philosophy of Construction Grammar (Goldberg 2006) . Within the philosophy of Construction Grammar (CxG), all levels of description (including morpheme, word, phrase, and clause) are understood to involve pairings of form with semantic or discourse functions.
Constructions vary in size and complexity and form and function are specified if not readily transparent as seen in the following: As seen from the table here, there is no principled distinction between words, phrases, and even rules: a lexical entry is more word-like to the extent that it is fully specified, and more rule-like to the extent that it can also have variables that have to be filled by other items in the sentence. In addition, one important tenant of the CxG is that language-specific generalizations across constructions are captured via inheritance networks, reflecting commonalities or differences among
constructions. In what follows, we will see how this notion of inheritance hierarchy of constructions plays an important role in capturing the fact that the TRANSITIVE INTO -ING construction inherits properties from its supertypes.
Together with the grammatical philosophy, in particular, resultative-cx X CAUSES TO BECOME Z Pat kissed her unconscious.
The ditransitive construction has three arguments, with the semantic properties such that the subject causes the object to receive Z. This general argumenthood property is inherited to its subtypes including the TRANSITIVE INTO -ING construction.
As seen from the semantic properties, the caused-motion construction involves manipulative causation and actual movement (Goldberg 1995) . The difference has to do with the fact that unlike verbs like coax, frighten, those like encourage, convince, instruct entail that the entity denoted by the direct object requires a cognitive decision, which brings out the contrast here. Based on this contrast, Goldberg (1995) suggests that no cognitive decision can mediate between the causing event and the entailed motion.
The resultative construction denotes `X CAUSES Y TO BECOME Z', sharing many properties with the caused-motion construction. The resultative construction includes three expressions: a verb form that denotes an activity, a patient argument undergoing a change of state or location as a result of the activity denoted by the verb, and the `resultative' expression denoting an endpoint of the activity (Goldberg 1995) . Consider (37) a. They bribed her to spy on the prince, but she refused to do so.
b. He urged them into the room, but they did not go into the room.
c. #They bribed her into spying on the prince, but she refused to do so. 
Conclusion
The uses of the transitive into -ing appears to be innovative in American English too, as evidenced from its uses in the COCA and COHA. Our corpus-based research supports Rudanko's view that the construction is employed as innovative uses. To see if the construction's innovative uses are initiated or triggered by the BrE as suggested by Rudanko (2005 Rudanko ( , 2006 , we have investigated different corpora (COCA, COHA, BNC), and found no significant differences from AmE though there are a little bit more uses of the construction in BrE with the 7 unflavored verbs. We have hinted that it is rather premature to reach any definite conclusion yet.
This paper has sketched a Construction Grammar analysis to account for the grammatical properties of the TRANSITIVE INTO -ING construction. The construction inherits properties from the ditransitive, caused-motion, and resultative constructions, but is distinctive from these with respect to the entailment relationship of the gerundive phrase: it implies the situation denoted by the gerundive phrase is actually accomplished. Such an implication for the achievement of the action involved in the construction is not found in the infinitive or resultative constructions.
